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DQ EVALUATORS WEAR GRASS SKIRTS? ° "GOING 7
- NATIVE'" AND ETHNOCENTRISM AS PROBLEMS IN '

* UTILIZATION .>
. b

»

Anthropologlcal methodology suggests there may be
two difficulties with utlllzlng evaluations over and’
.above the many outlined in several generations of eval-
uation utilization literature. The first - '"going na-
tive' ¢ arises when the evaluator has consciously adopted
the value arfd belief system of those in the program he .
~is-evaluating. ‘This tendency to be co-opted creates T
severdal problems: multiple or competing value systems
may not be displayed as clearly or sharply as they o,

rﬂghould be; results may be. skewed toward the favorable, SN

-and unfavorable ones may be downplayed or dellberatély i
omitted. . - ‘ :

‘ ~ R . ' = p

‘The secoi&>problem - ethnocentrism - arises when \\\\\\\\i C

the evaluator has\been sufficiently blinded by .his own ;
value 'system that he fails to see, and thus take into
account, dlvergent vatues that characterize audiences .
or recognize how those values reshape objectives or
goals. The first 1nsta2ﬂ§ is a special case of evalu- S

ator “corruptibility"; second, naivete or lack of
evaluator dntrospection. . .
N ~N
_ Both types of problems create overt or subtle bias
in evaluatign reports which in turn leads to skewed
judgments, suspect recommendations, loss of evaluator.
- and evaluag;on credibilisy, and legitimation of the
failure to utilize evaluation re%ﬂlts The usefulness
. of such evaluations for policy decisions or analysis -
is compromised and" the llkellhood that recommendations
that will be ut;llzed is" greatly decreased. Neither
audiencés - whos .Vélues are found to,be not honored -
'nor policy shapers ¢ who sense they have incomplete or

.

erroneous 1nform tion - are moved to act upon reports'/ -
Wthh embody e1t er.of these two faults.

Solutlons t both problems are ‘developed and include,
améng other strategies, thé audit (including means for’ ,
establishing. an éudlt trall), the reflex1ve journal, and S

‘peer debrleflng : 3
P ‘
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As evaluation has come of age as a practice and .pro-

?
fe551on, evaiuators and consumers of evaluation studies

have hecome ingreasingly sophisticated in confronting the

problems facing the field. So, while some writers have

~

identified over forty separate evaluation "models" from
‘ [y B B M

L]

which a practitioner'or consumer might choose, other wri-,

1

ters have concerned themselves with barriers to 1mp1ement1ng

L]

evaluation results and, W1th reasqns why the reports of pro-

fessionals are not more widely utilized As a result, the’

”utilization” literature is now nearly as prolifiq as -the
4

‘theory and model-Bpilding'literature<of yesterday.

ﬁPolicy analyses,;on site interviews ahd other methods
have been.émployed in the attempt to.discover'why eralua-
tions aré sg/rarely, or at‘least incompIetefiffutilized

!

Amongithe reasons cited can be found se‘eral categorie ~ B
for failgre. The first of those categories might be é%as-'

sified as-‘utilizatiqn problems 1nherent in evaldlfibn
7/ . —

v

design. In\this category of utilization failures'might be

included the issues of relevance, timeliness and validity

-

(Attkisson, Brown and Hargreaves, 1378), poor data manage-

ment (Niegher 1979 pp. 125- 146), and failure ”of the

¢ ‘ 4 )

evaluation to conform to criteria for a good evaluation”

~

(Guba, 1975). g _ S "‘,-\

The second category might be c1asslf1ed as the eva’ha-

Pl

-
#® tion perceptLons problem in utilization\f’In this class of
!‘

utilizatlon failures re51des a‘series of differing opinions .
about what evaluation can. do ‘'what it 1s~supposed to do, or

how it relates to either the program which Q@g designed or .

.\ q -
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which is currently inloperation (and they may not be the

1same). So, for example, differihg‘"perceptions of the T . :
evaluation process and results:/held by prooram evalua-
tors and program managers and funders (Attkisson Brown‘ -
,and Hargrhaves, 1978), "discrepancies getween the plans ’ .
for the program being evaluated and the actual operation-

] alization of thoseqplans“ and "the rapidity of change which

ﬂ . may'render ‘evaluation results obsolete before there is time

~ M . ®

to use tHem" (Guba 1975) may all cause evaluations which
conform to perfectly acceptable ,standards of good pri&;;ce
to be utilized less fully than might have been warrant

The third cahse of %ailure-to utilize might be traced

“to human and political factors This set of &auses for . .

Y

\ : failure range from the macro level where hpoor organiza-
« tional response to evaluationzfindinos" can cause diffi-
\ :culty (Attkisson Brown and Hargreaves, k978) to the\peg
R 1 sonal’ level In this last.subset would be included 1ncon-§
sistent rple demands which interfere with the evaluation N BN
process, and unwillingness for ,one or several ﬁersons to
+ ?soonsor" or-tahe nesponsibilitv for implementing the eval-
uation results (Neigher, lélé): Finally,is athinisubset.of'
A the human and poiitical factors (for_eiamnle, threat level,
;ecurity of JObS for personnel and the like), and the eor- _
/ruptibility of evaluators themselves (Guba, 1975 pb SL-SZL, - . -'f

The methodological literature in anthropology suggests (

- " that the evaluator may,be subject to two difficul ies which

- 3 " . - . P)

+% . . can result in ignoring, devaluing ar underutilizang his o
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findings. The first, going native, arlses.when the evalua-

has consc1ously adopted the value and be11ef system of those
in the prOgnam being evaluated pr1nc1pa11y those of one or
more of the relevant aud1ences The second d1ff1cu1ty, .

-ethnocentrlsm arlses when the evaluator has been sufficiently

b11nded by hlS own value system that he. fails to see, *and

. b
therefore take in account the! d1vergent values which charac-

b
/

terize hlS aud1ence(s) or to recognize how thos'e values have

reshaped program goals or obJectlves " The first\instance is

X3

a special ca;e,of evaluator corruptibility’ (Gubi, 1975) ;" thée
4 . . : . to~ '

-

second, an instance of naivete, imexperience, or lack of

evaluator intrespection.” This paper will examine the impli-"

[ ‘
' .

cations of\those two pdssikilities. ' : P
4 : . .

3

Going Native .

<

Ve

hY

When an'anthropologis has become so Fike the group he

“a

is studylng that he ceases to con51der himself a part of the

~ Bp 4

profe551on - or ceases to con51der{e1ther hlS cultural or pro-.

fe551onal sub -group ‘as hlS dominant reference group - he is -

sa1d to have "ooné natlve"—(Paui 1953, p. 438).  He qults

v

' contr1but1ng to the research and begins a,"performance - ,

understandlng" role (KolaJa, 1956, p. 161) W1thrn the studled
group Paul, in a dlscu551on of this problem named Frank.
Cushrng as an example of an anthropologlst Who simply refused

_,to cont1nue pub115h1ng th% results g§\21s field qudles
or

»

™ «
0 opgatlon as-a per--

Identlflcatlon wath/the’"natrves"
> &
sistent problém of 1nqu1rer 1dent1f1cat10n ‘has been a part

4

ﬂ'of the "warnings’ and adv1ce" given to new part1c1pant observers

(-

6

- . e O
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for several decades. " Gold (1969) suggests that going native
is almost always a result of naivete,.and happens as an unfor-/
tunate accident. In the process of attempting to“é!%n YEE:
stehen, he asserts; "... the field worker may over-rdentify
wdth the informant and start td losehis‘rgsearbh perspective

by 'going native'" (p. 56) Moreover, "prolonged direct par-
t1c1patlon entalls the rlsk that the researcher will lose

hlS detached wonder and fail to discover certain phenomena'

.

that the re1at1ve1y unlnvolved researcher would .discoyver"

(p 63-54 italics added) Gold has most‘assuredly given
anthropologlsts the' benef1t of the doubt, but it is th

: certa1n that modern evaluators (save perhaps the youngest

1

and most 1nexper1enced) would happen into "golnc na iver

-

because of over-identifica}ion, and one wonders whether the

‘befflefit of the doubt is' appropriate for them. )
r o ‘
The pQObIem of going nativelhasxibmesfreshness'for‘eval—
. ~ i @ = . .
uators. There dre many social %;tion'programs_which address

P

the preéssing needs of virthally"disenYranohised groups of

citizens, and every egalitarian 1ﬁst1nct causes one to wish:
N

) them success and to want to do. someth1ng whlch Will ensure

that success. -Humanitarian urges cause usto mlnlmlze nega-

‘ tive consequences in favor of clearly positive-outcomes

Multiple or .competing value systems may not be* displayed—~and »

pontrasted as'cleaffy or sharply as they should be to have
" Y Lo .- —_— ) ’ .
the evatuation consldered fair; results.may be skewed toward

Toe s ) P
7 ¢ . e e N 4
. .
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the favorable ‘or positiveé and unfavorable effects of_side-

~ " effects may .be downplayed or deliherately omitted. \J
: But allowing oneself to be co-opted is likely to result
in'distorting or overlooking two vital areas: (1) the true

,needs of the '"natives", or program audience(s), for worth-

Ly

whi%e programs, and (2) the broader social needs for discrim-
.o , \

inating ‘but fair decisions-to be made from among a variety
- i ]
of potentlally worthwhlle but resource scarce programs -Thus ,,
X

whlle the evaluator may feel he is serving a larger social’

purpose.by attending to p051tlve aspects of the program and

~

m1n1m121ng negative aspects, he may actually be perpetrat1n° ' ~
- &

aadlsservdce to both program targets and society at large.
\ ‘The boundaries of-his faithlessness to the task at hand--- ¢
sound evaluation.with discrimipating choices displayed for
all groups to see--are sufﬁiciently wfde to cause dfsrepute
to settle}on the evaluation community as a,whole. Indeed,
commented Kadin, "True particiﬁaﬁion is simply out of the
questlon and romantic part1c1pat10p obscures the sltuatlon .

SIS completely For any ‘ethnologist to 1mag1ne that. anythlng oA 5,

- o -

can be galned by g01ng natlve' 1s a deluszon ‘and -a snare” \

- ® ‘ >

(1933 p. 3a27, 1ta11cs;added.). “

¢ — . -

' . * Ethnocentrism ] /

Gold) in dlscu551ng problems in collectlng and ana1y21ng

?

< f1e1d data, ‘comments that there is a flip side to the "g01ng

. ‘ ‘ ‘
native' coin; ° T ] AR - L
¢ - . ... with-respect to achieving rapport 1n a
field reldtionship, ethnocentrism may be con-’
' sidered the logical opposite’ bf '"going native'",
Ethnocentrism occurs whenever ‘a field worker
cannot or will not interact meaningfully %ith
an 1nforman; " (1969 p. 37) {/y ) 2

Y

Iy
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Vidich confirms enthnocentrism as a legitimate influence in

the failure to collect and 1nterpret mean1ngfu1 data and

\,

,comments’that is it part1cu1ar1y a.problem when a ‘field worker
-(read: evaluator) enters into a settlng in his own culture:

"Thls naive attitude cann9§ be assumed rof
being a stranger to one's own cultur_7 in .
worklnc in hlS own culture for the simple
reasgn that the" respondent cangot accept it
as p1ausrb1e. In fact, the difficulty of
securing data may be 1ncreased by the
'ethnocentrism' - of some respondents who
assume that their own experienceés are simi-
lar to those of others." (p. 82) )

Godd and Vidich imply that eehnocentrrsm works in both
directions; both on the part of the evaluator and on the part
of the respondents, who may feel that-the‘evaluator sﬂares ’
their experiences and therefore has a common and shared set

of nalues and beliefs. ‘While neither ;nstance services evalu-

» ation needs, ethfocentrism on the part of the evaluator is

_ the more crucial, .since it may cause him to miss components of

S
\ cultures or attitudes which are crucial to functioning of
* . . [ 4 - v
programs. S . § . : -

0

The problem of ethnocentrism causes particular difficulty

Q \

when the evaluator. must deal witn.pluralistfc value contexts.
.Thenﬁone ofrhis prinoipal roles is to discover, explicate .and
contrastithe competing value sets'held_ky various audiences.
Another important task is to determine the consequences of
pursu1ng any and all given vglue structures in order to reflect
the1r 1mp11cat10ns for prongm d1rectlon and operation. “To )
thé extent that' he is 1ncapac1tated by this ethnocentrlsn in

V) determ1n1ng structures exist 1n a. glven program settrp - he

N

- 1

\ C oy

~Z
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has served the‘evaluation effort *less fully than he might:

0y

‘How SeriouS'Kre The Problems?

These warnings from the anthrOpological 1iterature are

[y

really somewhat more serious than they appear to be. As part
of the earllest methodologlcal literature in the f1e1d they -

deal with one of the more serlous potential flaws to field.
: ) ' ~ % &
work (and by extension. to. ewaluation), bias. Bias.is one*

of the more frequent charges leveled at evaluatlons and one
PO

-of the more subtle of the polltlcal factors which-militate

4

aga1nst u51ng eyaluatlon resuijﬁ. B1as is an espec1a11y
potent charge when the subject is natura11st1c evaluatlons
wh1ch rely heav11y on the identification, meparlson and
1nterpretatlon of competing value\structures in program
sites. The Kinds of research and evaluatlon wh1ch the nat-
uralist carries out n so strongly on the human as instru-
ment and his expertlse and judgnent in discovering v;iues
and displaying, them in contrasting form that both audiences

L
for the evaluation within the program and critics of the

evaluatlon (or program) without may deliberately choose to
1gnore reports whlch they can see conveniently labeled as L

biased.

Some' Responses

-

How dbes.oneﬂgo about avoiding these pitfalls to eval-
=4

¢
uation? Both going native and ethnocentr-isn?ieate overt or

subtle bias in eyaluation reports which in turn 1eads to

.

skewed- judgments ,~sSuspect recommendatlons loss)?f evaluator‘

agd eyvaluation cred1b111ty, and leg\tlmatlon of the failure

>
’

~ T

19
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to utilize evalyation-results. The usefulnbss of such

’

evaluations for .policy decisions or analysis isﬁcompromised
and the likelihood that reconfpdations will-be utilized is

greatly decreased. Neither audieRcesj-whose\Xalues are found

.
.

to be dishonored, or not hondred'at_all--nor policy makers
and “shapers--who. sense they have incomplete or erroneous

c. 3 ) ’i .‘ ' .
information--are moved to act upon reports which embody either
of these two faqltsu~ - : ;

<

3 ~

The questidénof possible ‘responses is twofold: on the
one hand, how can an evaluator avoid one or both of these faults

and prevent their occurrence in himself; on the other hand, how
Al - W
\?a - ) ’ .
can thosé who receive such reports be certain they have a re4
: : ' i

port.which is free from ghe same biﬁfes? .The answer -to the |

* questions involves three strategié§-¥tﬁe‘reflexivé journal, - .-
, L . ) ‘_7
peer debriefing, and auditing--which help the evaluator

. to develop self-awareness and help others to "track" the de-

<

velopment of his insights; data and interpretétions. These
strategies, increase the possibility of utilization of evalu-

ation results since they mean more publicly. inspectable re-

sults and invite teomparison with other, equally public inter-

pr¢tatidn§f "Each will be discussed in turn.
\ : -

Strategies for Improving the Changes of Utilization of Evaluation

* . ] s ‘ * -

; N - _
The Reflexive Journal. Progoff (1975) has pointed out that
~J

jéﬁrnals haye purposes much larger than merely‘keeﬁing track

. :
of -one's day-to-day~activities. They can, in fact, provide-
Y A

major thema ic. analysis units for expioring one's “life scripts"

! 2 . . . . !
and for re-writdng and re-thinking varied aspects of ‘those
P . 4
1 ° , : ’11

s e

vt



v .scripts Whlch one may find, dlssatlsfylng, pa1n produc1ng or
unfulfllllng In add1tlon such a.journal can offer retro~

spective evidence‘about changes in attitudes, ualues~ahd=
) 4 N

beliefs in the writer (i.e., the evaluator) over time. lee-

»

wise, Relnharz (1978) has indiéated that réports of inves:

t1gatlons typlcally descrlbe the problem and the method and,

-~

presumably, if one knows problem and megﬁod ¢one can then
s
tell whether outcomes:and conclusions are trustworthy, rig-

orous, and/or relevant. But, she counters, research repre-

sents an 1ntegratlon not on1y of problem and method, but also

of the person who is doing it. To ‘'some’ extent Relﬁﬁarz S

~

book (1978) is a retrospective reflexive journal, as are cer-’
tain Writings of Wax (1971), Mead'{1972j, and Zigarmi and

. Sl . . o
Zigarmi® (1978). The effort to understand how the inquirer

changed as a result of his owny, inquiries, or, as Wax des-

[

v

* cribed it; "... the things I learned" (1971, p. 363), is a

perenni#l problem for the reflegtivexobserver, and more so

sl

because of the nature of some forms of inquiry. =

. —

. o\
‘ ‘

- In'the case of naturallsth evaluatlon in part1cy1ar,
designs tend to be emergent,,that is, what happ ns on any

given day depends on what has happened en all the days whlqh

tame before It is essent1a1 that there be some means‘for .
’contlnubusly evolv1ng, summarlzlng, and proJectlng, to pro- °
vide for orderly emergence ‘and evolution of the deszgn and -
'data‘collectlon efforts. ' ! s

} » . . T
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. It is also the cdse in naturalistic evaluations (those

¢

whieh do pot rely on-yreordinate and fixedfdesignéxﬂﬁep pre-
specify each step,ip the evaluation process) that one good
method for estaelishing at least Eeme'aspeets of trustworthi-
ness (or rigor) ie.the audit. The reflexive fieldwork'}ohr-
nais“of the evaluator provide a rich resource.in the audit
trail . \ '. o

To be reflexive means to turn back In on; thus the re-

-

f1e51ve Journal turns back on' the 1nvest1gatbr or evaluator

2

‘and reflects,hlm_tp hlmse%f (and, after the’ evaluation or
inquiry, to.others). Not'oniy is~it then clear how the de-
sign of the evaluation is emerging, but it.also becemes ‘
clear how the eQaluator's eualities as a “smart( instrument
(and inquirer) are also.emerging ‘

‘A "relativeiy complete'" reflexive journal probably con-

————

tains the following five éectiq3§:

1. ;éYlog of evolving perceptions. This log begins with
the'ﬁritten perceptions of the evaluator Eiiﬂl to his entrance
OR <1te, and additional statements are wrlttbn at regular in-
tervals. The separate renderlngs may be kept in escrow by

‘-someone else~-usually an audltor or peer debriefer--who is

. not drrectly connected with the program or prJSect evaluatlon
At the end of.the pro;ect (or durlng its‘duratlon rf it is of
sufficient time lgpse), these perceptual statements may be
compared to one another and/or to aspects of the design and/or

anaiysis to check whether learning is occuring, whether origi-

nal perceptions and beliefs pexrseverate, whether later findings

/

- N 13
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: are clduded by these perceptlons and whether or ndt the ‘
evaluaton has "learned’ anythlng "new" or changed himself. . '

o u‘z. A ldg of dngto-day procedures. ’The purpose of thlS

\

\

, log is to 1nd1cate in diary or chronographlc form exactly

3

whgt-was accompllshed every day. The most important use of

fhls component of the journal will be in the evaruatlon audlt

» & r'd
- . ~
L4 )

process.

3. A log of methodological decision points. This par-.

tictilar log of the reflexive journal is entered on an'ad hoc

\ *

ba51s as necessary, and should record all maJor methodologlcal

decisions, such as expllcatlng new de51gn steps, decisions on

»

instrumentation, f1na112atlo of an ana1y51 cYfegory set or A
A , g gory .

the like, and such decisions should be enteted Yogether with’

' . * . f.o s ’ .
reasons or rationale for. ¥he action’ taken or decision made. . -

The auditor is the chief audience for this log.- ) :

. A

4. A log of day-to-day personal\introsoections. Here

one lays out in d1ary form“one's own thoughts and feellngs .
- %

1nc1ud1ng stresses one is almost bound to undergo (Zigammi

and Zigarmi, 1978) and frustrations one encounters, and how .
AN

those feelings and situatiornts are perceived to be thanging.

It is important to havé some insight into one's self and to
. 2’ .
work on geheraring that insight. The chief use to which

this*log can be pug is to test for bias in the evaluator

& . . : L
', and to relate decisioms about'design and procedures to it . .

later. y o i .

« .

<




.an up-to-datc summary of where one is with respect to

-fproject

. ¢ . .. .
S ‘ 12

At

. lia A log of developlng 1n51ghts and hypotheses. " The

emergent de51gn will depend almost exc1u51ve1y on how the
. 7
evaluator takes advantage of what he has already learned.

The purpose of this section is to keep readily avallable

3

knowledge‘ofathe situation and working hypotheses about it}

Those working hypotheses'which have beén discarded or "“out-

w

“grown" ought to be relegated to historical files on the

‘and retained as part of the audit trail. There

are sevéral uses for ‘this log, 1nc1ud1ng the guldlng of the

I3

1nqu1ry, shap1ng of the emergent de51gn provadlng the basis

. for: subseQUent data collection and- ana1y21no act1v1t1es,

[N

and for Eost hoc auditing’ procedures.

One ‘of the reasons so few such "journals" are kept is

that the keeplng of.one requires enormous discipline for an
$

‘evaluator, éspeciall? when he knows that his entries will be .

. open ‘to inspection, for instance, by debriefers and perhaps

.
% S

X

ot

“the plans, operations,

processes and activities of the evaluator.
. \\/\ a

-~

later by audité;s. The logs provide an ongoing record of

decisions, travails and other menta}
- - .

This particular strategy for maintainino

- »
one a sense of reality.counteracts both the process of’ "g01ng
]

A
native'" and ethnocentrism, but it also contributes a third

Peer De- bnleflng

it allows for working %

, S . s

hypotheses to bg tested by a peer or colleague who- may or
. 1

may not be involved with the evaluation firsthand.

benefit to the,ongoing evaluation:

Peer

n [}

[
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de- br1ef1ng can take place e1ther w1th a person .or persons

¢

outslde and removed from the evaluatlon effort or W1th members

AL
of a team of evaluators who are operatlng in a split- half or

teamlng‘mode collectlng independent sets of data, then ré-
v1ew1ng ‘those data for dlscovery and ver1f1catlon of ‘meanings”’
and f1nd1ngs. In either instance, the purpose of such de-

briefings is to keep the evaluator--and fiis data collection

and interpretation pchedures-;”on_track,".usually hy'reflect-

ing on a prior' written statements of the evalﬂator by re-
viewing tlHe reflex1ve qurnal and by careful questlonlng of

the data which are reported to the debrlgfer .

‘o

There are three reasons why an evaluator might want to N
engage a peer de brle - The f1rst is rellef from the prgssures
of long and hard days of trylng to "fit" or coplng w1th iong

. and complicated 1nter11ews ‘'which must then be tran$cr1bed

3

fleshed out and completed late at nlcht and alone, or the
strains of observatlﬁn espec;allyfwhen one is not certain

what one is’observing, make for ‘the necessity of having some-

®

one*s1mp1y .to talk to (better yet to act as a formal debriefer)

»

(Zigarmi and Zlgarml, 1978). .

The second is*to recover from what Wax'galls "immersion," ,
by which is meant"' .a lElE_ procgss (Of becomlng a member - of
a soc1ety or culture of living people). .1nyo;v1ng numerous
accommodations and adjustments by both the fieldworker and’the
people who-'acceptﬁ him" (1971, p. 43, italics the author's

, ' )/ . / 3
own). She describes forms of immersion (which occasionally

’ \o,
. e
.
. > ‘..

-




research): S ' ' '

- ) ”For example, a fleldworker may become so fas-
cinated by the new, exciting, and significant
th1ngs he is learnlng, that he may.spend months
p3551onate1y and persistently thinking of nothing
else. Simultanepusly, he will find himself
becoming personally or socially involved in
the community, not only because of his devel- .
oping relatlonships with acquaintances, employees,
and frlends, but because, to some degree at
,leasty he is now really beginning to “lose
touch with his own people and with the world
out51de..u

- TheTe is another and deeper kind of im-
! mersion which may occur after a fieldworker
has truly become involved with the 'living
people' in tHe society he is studying. Indeed
he may- bé¢ unaware that he is 'immersed' until
he.is given the opportunity to leave the field
for a pleasant vacation and finds that he does
.nat want to go. Sometimes, his new'and herd- ,
.won social ties and relations.may mean, or seem
to mean, more to him 'than his ties w1th his
own people "o(4971, pp 43-44) . -
< * (‘»
Thus, even reasonable people may disagree’ on what: the

®©

-

[

,-problem is, but the: need for gettlnc away from.the site, and

for having someone (a peer) debrlef the 1nqu1rer on his re-

r
hd ’

search 1is 1mperat1ve. 7’ - . L

A third reason to utallze peer deprleflng is to previde

for an external check. Douglas reports that, when operating

in a team situatiod (more than one researcher or evaluator),
,v Y

"...team members do not merely provide support; They also

prov1de a v1ta1 check on each other Rield researchers have

alwaYs bemoaned the almoif total lack of 1nterna1 checks and
%

of reté&tlna their sfudles The few instances of retesting

that have been dohe .+. have shown that they need it badly.

-




Retests tend to show that each participant observer has 'gotten
at different parts of given different interpretatjons of things".
£

(1976, p. 217, italics ours). hh ' Y

’

The Audit and Audit Trail. Perhaps the best method for insuring
that evaluators (and indeed, a} fieldJOriehte¢ natoralistic in-
- quirers) keép themselves--and ake kept-ihbnesf, is the establish-

flent of an audit' trail. Not ly does such a "track" prevent’
=

the evaluator from becoming so enmeshqgrln hlS own Values that

he falls to discover and portray multiple and competing ¢alue

« A

‘ systems in the context, it also allows others to discover when

-

become so enmeshed in the site ;?d the program that he

has ''gone

)

gtive'™ or remained éthnocentr\ic and betrayed his
:ureal'purposes. _ . ‘ K
. Th‘iaudlt is a major technique modelléd on the fiscal
audlt which can be used both for dependablllty (analogous to
Y rellabll}ty) and conflrmablllty (analogous to obJect1V1ty)
\ purposes (Ridings, »1980; Guba, 198T; Halpern, 1981) That,tho
techn1ques_w111 suffice for these purpbses is well illustrated

be a comment made'by Cronbach and Suppes in describing’'a

feature that distinguishes disciplfned inquify;?rom other forms:

eport of a disciplined inquiry has .
- a texture at displays the raw materials en--
. tering the argument and the logical processes
by which they we .compressed and rearranged .
to make the conclusi credible.’™ (1969, P 16)

i

The audit_is a means for carrying out this kind of public
examination. It is based on the mesaphor the fiscal auditor, or
who, when called in to examine the books of a cigent corporatlon

or business, has two maJor tasks that he is expechd to accompllsh

(€] N . . N -
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~

1. To exgmine the processes by which the local accounts
. - o « )

are kept, not so much to assure t?{tﬁthereihas been no fraud"

(a;though the detection of fraudﬁis ne of the auditor's functions) -

than to .assure that the books represent & fair statement of the

_company's fiscal position.. The auditor is particulafﬁy concerned

4

Ghat there has been no "creative accounting', as it-is called in

the trade, for example, to make the company.look more attractive

, to stock purchasers or to possible buyers. The auditor's major

taske is that he be able to certify that the processes used by

thé local accountants fall within the bound§ of acceptable pro-

fessional practice. \

2. To examine roducts o: ko accounting pro-

g m the p s of the local nting p
cesses, "to ascertain that every entry in the books can be authen-
t1cated either by direct documentation or by solicited conflrmlng

st?tements,,that the "bottom line" is correct, and that 1nterpre-

-

tatlons made of the accounts in any flscal statement based on them

are approprlate.

’ ’
-
v W L

In similar fashiom, the inquiry.or evaluation auditor has

“two  tasks: to review the inquiry proeesses to-pe certain that

they fall within the beunds of acceptable professfenal practéggga

(norms), and to review the 1nqu1ry products to be certain that
- Bl

,

they can be sub§tantiated from t%e data collected (a step, by

.

. the way, which-is almost never applied systematically in conven-

- v s
tional research). The former task is equivalent tg\eétabllshlno

the dependablllty of th \1nqu1ry and the latter its conf;rmablllty

Y

.

A



(of both data and, conclusions). The issue is not whether
t

.the eyaiuator has carried out the processes or reached the

conc1u51ons 1n the same way the audltor would have :done,

T~ KN

‘but whether the evaluator has tarried out the processes

b
in a reasonable manner. fﬂhus, 1nc1denta11y, repllcatlon is not

called. for ‘as a crlterlon, but ratlonallty is.. R g

The actions of the auditor diffdr depending on ;héther‘he

is doing a dependability audit or a confirmability audit, a],.%hough

of course he may do both. In the role of a dependability audltor,
he will: examine all of the documentation from the point of view

aof its acceptability within ths norms of good naturalistic-pro-

fessional practice,and;c?rtiEythat.the inquiry has been adequately
and fairly carr%ed out and attest to that fact with a formal state-
ment. In the role of a confirmability auditor, he will: examine ;
all analyzed data; and compére\a samplg of gnalyzed data with
original data items such as interview notes or documents to

satisfy himself that: the data items have been reasonable unit-

ized,and categorized, that individual data items have been reason- ‘

able assigned to appropriate taxons or categories; that conclusions

dre documented in terms of the catggory system; and that conclusions
n o2 32 é

are triangulated with respect to multiple data sources. 1In addi-

tion, he will certify that the inquiry products are properly fo#hded
on the data and reaspnably interpreted from them, and attest to >
that fact with a formal statement.

If auditing is to be done,pfoperly, the auditor should be in-

{ volved form 'the begiﬁning to be certain that a proper audit'ffail’

is being left. The auditor may wish tolwork with the investigator:
. AY ’ ‘«’

“

21)
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throughout the study, although of course the major'work of the -
auditor-comes post facto.

) : .

3 Al .
' \ © .
— .- Summary
. A o,
We have tried to indicate that there are several types of ¢

4

problems which creep into evaluation reporting which affect the
- ~ L' -

report's potential for utilization. Those prohlems are suggested
by the anthropology methodoloalcal 11terature in anthropology

datlng back nearly 50 years, and revolve about e1ther the evalua-
f
tor's ''going nat1Ve"-- or consciously or unconsiously adoptlng
-v\ » , = . = - -

the value structure of his respondents to the exftent that he ceases

~,

to relate to his professional peer group as a pro£e551onal>\- and

the inverse of this s1tuat10n,, thnocentrlsm -- fa111no to recog-

. v @

\\
nlze, portray and honor the mult1ple value perspect1ves he mloht

f1nd in a context because his own valué orientations" may have W

blinded him to other perspect1ves. ) g .

¢

s . .,

Elther of these two forms of bias 1s 11kely to result in. fa11~

= e -

ure to utilize the, results of evaluatlon, in alienation of program

s

? * — ,\
taroets-.who realize thear value p051tlons are Tot: honored
e
the 1nab1%1ty of such reports to be employed in pollcy analyses

—

and in a loss of evaluator andqevaluatzon credfblllty )
) .

We have suggested three strategles whrch help detect an

cqunteract bies in evaluatlon reportlng\The flrst the refl ive
-L ——‘ .

e

journal, allows the evaluator to charthis own growth and to mark

.
-

where he is not "learnlng as program aud1ences are teachlnoxhlm,

he *

or where he may be unconscious pgejudlces whlch are not originally
“known to him. The second peer debz;eflng,“allows Jvcolleague toab

! y
pr0V1dé this check, both on- the evaluator 5'progress -as a "smart"

[ et '

1nstrument, and to verify that the study 1s proceedlng in an appro-

T _—
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L]

prlate collectlon and analytlc mode. The th}gﬁ the emaluatlon
» . SN
aud1t prov1des for a methodologlcal and analytlcjaccountlng by

e
o . -

- an out51de party to the evaluatlon an order \b 1nsure that proper

o

procedures both w1th respect to data cdﬂlectlon and wrth respect ’

to data analysls have been carrled out In add1t10n the audit

-

prov1des a means £or suggestlng propen "audit trails", ar accouﬁts

of the research and decision p01nts whlch w11§ extehd the means

&,

for peer reviewers to cert;fy that the research has proceeded
along standard and accepted canons éf gqu practL;e.
/ s

-
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